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In order to prepare for the clinical start and to train a group 
of medical physicists, dosimetrists and radiation oncologists, 
working in different centres and with different treatment 
planning systems, in proton treatment planning we started 
the Proton School in January 2012 [3,4]. We have had a 
couple one day face-to-face meetings with lectures and 
workshops, two four day courses and biweekly 
teleconferences. The purpose with the face-to-face meetings 
was to give everyone the same basic knowledge in proton 
treatment and planning. It also gave the students a chance to 
get to know each other, which eases the discussions during 
the teleconferences. Prior to the bi-weekly teleconferences 
the centres were expected to create treatment plans for 
selected patient cases in the proton TPS. Also, as preparation 
for these sessions relevant scientific articles were distributed 
for discussions in the group. During the teleconferences, the 
desktop of the proton TPS was shared for everyone to view 
and/or demonstrate. The teleconferences consist mainly of 
discussions about the suggested plan solutions, patient 
immobilisation, margins, dose distributions and plan 
robustness. The four-day courses were mainly directed to 
dosimetrists and physicists and jointly arranged with Varian 
and with clinical experts to increase the skills in treatment 
planning for protons. Many of the participants of the proton 
school, has also attended other courses, like the PSI winter 
school, ESTROs ion and proton course as well as PTCOG 
meetings and courses. 
Still we are faced with challenges; which patient groups do 
we treat in general, which do we start with? Thinking protons 
instead of photons has been the greatest challenge for the 
group as a whole. How do we create the best plan? This 
includes selecting robust beam angles and thinking about 
what the protons interact with on its way to the target 
volume. Discussions about target volumes has been frequent, 
as the use of them. Delineation is a major issue, not only for 
CTV/PTV but for other structures the protons might interact 
with in its beam path, as well as optimisation structures to 
provide the best plan and thereby “steer” the spots. 
The school has worked out well with active participation both 
in planning and discussing, helping each other in gaining 
experience in a field where we are novices. 
An important step is now to use and produce standardized 
treatment protocols, a treatment planning manual and other 
types of common instructions and check lists so that all seven 
centres create plans in the same technical manner. 
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Proton therapy is a high-precision radiotherapy technique. 
Since 1996,image guided proton therapy (IGPT) has been 
applied at PSI, using the spotscanning technique. Patients are 
positioned and imaged remotely at a dedicatedCT. In 
addition, the second generation Gantry 2 with an in-room 
sliding CT wastaken into operation in November of 2013. 
Fixation of the head is achieved bybite block or mask. In the 
prone position, we mold a special head support 
whichfacilitates a reproducible and comfortable position for 
fixation. In smallchildren, special care must be taken in 
forming the moulage to ensure that theairways are kept free.  
On a daily basis, a patient’spositioning is checked by means 
of orthogonal CT scout images. When theposition is correct, 
the patient is transported with a robotic transport systemto 
the treatment station, Gantry1, while maintaining the fixed 
position. 
We estimate that our remote patientpositioning method 
facilitates a patient throughput of up to 40% higher thanin-
room positioning, because the often time-consuming process 
of positioningand imaging takes place outside the treatment 
room.  
In addition, and in contrast tophoton therapy, proton therapy 
is very sensitive to range changes. It istherefore important 
that during the daily pre-treatment imaging process,changes 
in the patient’s anatomy (such as weight gain or loss) or body 
cavities(e.g. swelling due to sinusitis) need to be monitored 
and taken into account.  
Based on a comprehensive analysis of300 patients, it has 
been established that we achieve a positioning accuracy 
ofless than 2 mm for head and neck cases. 
After almost 20 years of clinicaloperation, the proton 
delivery system at PSI has proven its reliability. 
In the future, there will be a newchallenge: The spot 
scanning technique will be used with Gantry 2 for targetsin 
motion, as in the lung.  
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In developed countries, the total expenditures on health care 
have shown an almost continued increase over the last 
decades, and, not unexpectedly, the cost of cancer care has 
not been spared of this steady growth. The economic impact 
of health - and cancer - care can be measured as total 
spending, percent of national gross domestic product (GDP), 
or the cost to care for a single patient.  
In 2010, the European Union member states devoted an 
average of 9.0% of their GDP to health spending, a significant 
increase from the 7.3% spent in 2000, but a slight decline 
compared to the peak of 9.2% reached in 2009, consequence 
of the economic crisis affecting many countries as of the 
middle of 2008. In Europe, cancer care costs consume about 
5% of the global health care budget, ranging between 4.1% 
and 7%. To the best of our knowledge, radiotherapy only 
consumes bout 5% of the global cancer care budget. 
The variation in cancer care expenditures is more striking 
when focusing on the annual amount of money spent per 
capita: whereas the European average is 2,441€, some 
